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On behalf of the President, I look for your continuing interest in
and support of much-needed transport regulatory changes on this
vital domestic issue.

Sincerely,

Honorable Herman T. Schneebeli
United States House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515
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T& Chailes Tkpﬁbrt Spec. Asst. to the Pres. for Legislative Affairs
Frof The, Honorable Herman T. Schneebeli, House of Representatives,
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Subject:
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Michael Raoul-Duval
Associate Director
Domestic Council
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~ HERMAN T. SCHNEEBELLI

b COMMITTEE ON
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ashington, P.EC. 20515

Room 1336 LongworTH H.O.B.
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20513

July 8, 1975

Mr. Charles Leppert, Jr.

Special Assistant to the President
For Legislative Affairs

The White House

Washington, D. C. 20500

Dear Charlie:

I know of the President's desire to remove
unnecessary restrictions and regulations in the conduct
of the nation's business, and believe his goal is shared
by many Americans. In this context, I am taking the
liberty of calling your attention to the enclosed
correspondence detailing the problems faced by one
relatively small transportation company as the result of
a single policy change by the Interstate Commerce
Commission.

It seems to me that a more logical approach
could incorporate the joint goals of less requlation,
increased competition, and energy efficiency.

Specifically, I am wondering if the President
has or is preparing legislative proposals regarding the
regulatory commissions and ICC 1in particular.

Sincerely,
e
Herman T. Schneebeli, M.C.

Enclosures
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July 8, 1975

Honorable William H. Harsha

Ranking Minority Member

Committee on Public Yorks and Transportation
2457 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, D. C. 20515

Dear Bill:

It is my understanding that the subcommittee on surface
transportation of the Public Works and Transportation Committee
tomorrow will begin hearings on the development of a nationwide
surface transportation policy and program. This is an ambitious
and vital undertaking, and I wish you well.

The trucking industry obviously will continue to be
important in our national transportation system. Under new
requirements by the Interstate Commerce Commission, the rules
of operation for transportation firms are changing dramatically,
with energy efficiency as the stated goal. I have been advised
that "The Commission, of course, realized that these procedures
would change, in certain fundamental ways, the operations of many
motor carriers and that there would be temporary and perhaps even
permanent dislocations and even harmful effects to certain
individual firms." 1 believe the enclosed exchange of correspondence
will serve to illustrate the difficulties I have in seeing the
logic or equity in the Commission's :action. While certainly the
use of gateways was wasteful of fuels and should be terminated,

I guestion the approach used.

I would appreciate knowing of the extent to which the
Committee anticipates reviewing ICC policies of this nature, and
would welcome your comments on situation such as that facing
H. E. Brinkerhoff & Sons.

Sincerely,

Herman T. Schneebeli, M.C.

Enclosures
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July 8, 1975

Honorable George M. Stafford
Chairman _
Interstate Commerce Commission
Washington, D. C. 20423

Dear Chairman Stafford:

re: H. E. Brinkerhoff & Sons Trans. Co.
No. MC-17868 (Sub-Ho. 7G)

Thank you for your courtesy in advising me of action
relating to the above-identified gateway elimination proceeding.
It is my understanding that H. E. Brinkerhoff & Sons did file
an appeal within the allotted time, and I would appreciate
being kept informed of pertinent developments.

My own review of this matter brings to mind additional
questions about the reasons leading to gateway elimination cases,
as explained in your letter of March 18, 1975. You stated, "The
Commission, of course, realized that these procedures would change,
in certain fundamental ways, the operations of many motor carriers
and that there would be temporary and perhaps even permanent
dislocations and even harmful effects to certain individual firms."
I am wondering if the Commission could be more specific as to
the expected or thus far observed changes.

In this instance, H. E. Brinkerhoff & Sons would seem
to be a rather small carrier, as compared to the protestants --
United Van Lines, Inc., Global Van Lines, Inc., and Greyhound
Van Lines, Inc. One obvious point is that the costs of such
proceedings are a comparatively greater burden for an applicant
of this size than for such protestants.

If it is accepted that, as a result of the Commission's
decision, H.E. Brinkerhoff -& Sons is among the individual firms
experiencing harmful effects, it would appear that eocual benefits
would accrue to others. Common sense might sugogest business lost
to the applicants might be gained by the protestants.



Honorable George M, Stafford page two
July 8, 1975

Naturally, I realize it could be misleading to attempt
to generalize from one instance. However, I would like to know
if the Commission is aware of the impact of its policy; is it
most likely that firms being harmed are small business operations,
while major carriers benefit?

I will aporeciate your keeping me informed of actions
involving H. E. Brnkerhoff & Sons, and will welcome your
additional insights about the broader implications of such
I.C.C. proceedings.

Sincerely,

Herman T. Schneebeli, M.C.



Fnterstate Commerce Commission
Washington, B.C. 20423

OFFICE OF THE CHAIRMAN ' ) MatCh 18, 1975 .
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Honorable Herman T. Schneebell
House of Representatives

Washington, D.C. 20515
Dear Congressman Schneebeli:

Thank you for your letter of March 10, 1975, requesting information con-
cerning motor carrier gateway operations, the Commission’s recent actions in
Ex Parte No. 55 (Sub-No. 8), Gateway Elimination, 119 M.C.C. 530 (1974),
the rules and regulations promulgated therein, and the status of the application
of H.E. Brinkerhoff & Sons Trans. Co., in No. MC-17868 (Sub-No. 7G).

Gateway operations were a practice which grew up within the motor carrier
industry, whereby a carrier would combine two or more separate and independent
grants of operating authority at a common service point to provide a through service.
An example would be a carrier which held authority to transport paper and paper
products from Washington, D.C. to New York City under one grant of authority and
under another grant of authority is authorized totransport the same commodities
from Pittgburgh, Pa,, to Washington, D.C. By combining these two separate
grants of authority at the gateway, Washington, D.C., the carrier could accept
a load of paper destined to New York City, provided only, that the truck physically
traverse the gateway of Washington, D.C, Some gateway operations involve
no appreciable circuity, such as a movement between New York and Washington,
gatewaying Baltimore, Md., while others, such as in the Pittaburgh-Washington-
New York example, would involve operations wasteful of vital energy resources.

As a result of the Commission’s investigation of these gateway operations
and the abuses that have resulted from certain types of movements, it issued its
decision in the above-mentioned Gateway Elimination case., The Commissgion
recognized that many gateway operations involve little or no circuity. It there
provided an expedited, simple letter-notice, procedure whereby those carriers
performing operations involving 20 percent or less cixrcuity could receive direct
authority. It also recognized that on movements of 300 miles or less, while the
















































































































































